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We analyse dark energy models where self-interacting three-forms or phantom fields drive the
accelerated expansion of the Universe. The dynamics of such models is often studied by rewriting
the cosmological field equations in the form of a system of autonomous differential equations, or
simply a dynamical system. Properties of these systems are usually studied via linear stability
theory. In situations where this method fails, for instance due to the presence of zero eigenvalues in
the Jacobian, centre manifold theory can be applied. We present a concise introduction and show
explicitly how to use this theory in two concrete examples.
PACS numbers: 95.36.+x, 98.80.Jk, 98.80.Cq
I. INTRODUCTION
Observational cosmology provides strong evidence that the Universe is currently undergoing an epoch of accelerated
expansion (see e.g. [1]). The driving force of this expansion is called dark energy, and it appears that the Universe’s
energy content is made up of 74% of this mysterious dark energy. The second biggest energy content of the Universe
is a non-baryonic matter, interacting only via its gravitational attraction, called dark matter. The existence of such
a substance has long been known. It is implied by the flattened galactic rotation curves observed by Zwicky as early
as 1933. Neither dark energy nor dark matter have been detected directly.
The simplest model of dark energy is the cosmological constant Λ, originally introduced by Einstein in 1917 in
order to construct the Einstein static universe but later abandoned. The cosmological constant appears to be in very
good agreement with observational data, however, its physical interpretation is unsatisfying when adopting a particle
physics point of view. In this context it is interpreted as a measure of the vacuum energy density which leads to the
well known cosmological constant problem [2]. Another important issue is the question why the energy contents of
dark energy and dark matter are of similar order of magnitude today. This requires finely tuned initial conditions
from which the Universe must have started its evolution.
Some of these issues can be addressed by introducing a dynamical model for the evolution of the dark energy. For
instance, one could model dark energy as an evolving scalar field with an asymptotically flat potential. If dark energy
interacts with dark matter, the cosmological coincidence problem may be alleviated. Therefore, various interacting
dark energy models have been proposed and investigated [3–20]. Some models such as quintessence have been studied
in [21]. It is logical to also consider more complicated fields, like spinors [22], vectors [23] and even higher order spin
fields. One such suggestion was recently studied by Koivisto and Nunes [24, 25] who introduced three-form fields and
studied their cosmology. Those fields can yield a viable cosmology where they drive inflation in the early time and
become the driving forces of the accelerated expansion of the Universe at late times. This has also been investigated
in [26].
Besides the exact form of the field describing the dark energy, one can exploit another freedom in current cosmo-
logical models. Since both dark energy and dark matter are not understood fundamentally, there are no a priori
constraints on interactions between these components. In all these scenarios it seems relevant to consider some degree
of interaction (other than the gravitational one) between dark matter and dark energy. Dark matter is primarily
needed in the early Universe to support the formation of structure. On the other hand, dark energy is required to
drive the late time accelerated expansion of the Universe. Thus, it seems plausible to study models with an energy
transfer from dark matter to dark energy as time progresses. This idea has motivated a vast amount of literature
on this topic, see for instance [27] and references therein. Since there are no selection criteria leading to a specific
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2coupling, any coupling that might be studied will necessarily be phenomenological, with some models having a good
physical justification while others are motivated by mathematical simplicity.
II. DARK ENERGY MODELS
A. Basics
We work in a flat FLRW spacetime whose line element is given by
ds2 = −dt2 + a2(t)(dx2 + dy2 + dz2). (1)
Neglecting radiation and baryons, the conservation equations for the background dark matter (DM) fluid and the
dark energy (DE) are
ρ˙DM = −3HρDM +Q, (2)
ρ˙DE = −3H(1 + wDE)ρDE −Q, (3)
where Q is an arbitrary coupling and the subscript DE stands for a generic dark energy model to be specified. The
conservation equations are subject to the Friedmann constraint
H2 =
κ2
3
(ρDE + ρDM), (4)
where κ2 = 8πG/c2 is the gravitational coupling strength.
B. Three-forms
Let us now consider the case where a three-form field generates both early (inflation) and late time (dark energy)
acceleration. The non-zero components of the most general three-form field in this geometry is described by [24, 25]
Aijk = a(t)
3 ǫijkX(t), (5)
where X(t) is a scalar function of time and ǫijk is the standard three-dimensional permutation symbol. The equation
of motion of this field is given by a modified Klein-Gordon equation, which reads
X¨ = −3HX˙ − V,X − 3H˙X − Q
X˙ + 3HX
. (6)
Following [27, 28], we choose an exponential potential
V (X) = V0e
−λX , (7)
where λ is a dimensionless parameter and V0 > 0. Using this potential, the field equations become
ρX =
1
2
(X˙ + 3HX)2 + V (X)−Q, (8)
pX = −1
2
(X˙ + 3HX)2 − V (X) + V,XX, (9)
H2 =
κ2
3
(
1
2
(X˙ + 3HX)2 + V (X) + ρDM), (10)
H˙ =
κ
2
(V,XX + ρDM). (11)
To construct a dynamical system, we use the following dimensionless variables
x :=
1√
6H
(X˙ + 3HX), (12)
y :=
√
V√
3H
, (13)
z :=
2
π
arctan
3X√
6
, (14)
s :=
ρDM√
3H
. (15)
3Note that we have now deviated from [24]. Our choice of variables has the advantage that the phase space is compact
by construction and we do not have to worry about the presence of critical points at infinity. These variables are
motivated by noting that the Friedmann constraint now becomes
x2 + y2 + s2 = 1. (16)
Note that by construction −1 ≤ z ≤ 1, and moreover −1 ≤ x ≤ 1, 0 ≤ y ≤ 1 and 0 ≤ s ≤ 1. Our phase space is
therefore a half cylinder of height 2.
The equation of state parameter for the three-form field is defined by wX = pX/ρX and thus can be written as
wX = −1 + V,XX
ρX
= −1− 1
x2 + y2
√
2
3
y2λ tan
[πz
2
]
. (17)
Similarly, the total equation of state parameter becomes
wtot = −x2 − 1
3
y2
(
3 +
√
6λ tan
[πz
2
])
. (18)
Recall that the condition for acceleration is wtot < −1/3. We choose the coupling Q to be of the form Q = αρcH .
This results in the following autonomous system of differential equations
x′ =
3
2
x(1 − x2 − y2) +
√
3
2
y2λ
(
1− x tan
[πz
2
])
− α
(
1− x2 − y2)
2x
, (19)
y′ =
3
2
y(1− x2 − y2)−
√
3
2
yλ
(
x+
(−1 + y2) tan [πz
2
])
, (20)
z′ =
6
π
cos
[πz
2
]2 (
x− tan
[πz
2
])
. (21)
Note that the equation system is invariant under the map y → −y and thus we can constrain the analysis to the
y ≥ 0 case. This is in fact not surprising since our potential is positive definite. The number of critical points of this
dynamical system depends on the coupling parameter α. Starting with α = 0, we arrive at the results of [24] which
are
Point x y z eigenvalues wX wtot
A+ 1 0
1
2
0,−3,−3 −1 −1
A− −1 0 − 12 0,−3,−3 −1 −1
B 0 0 0 3
2
, 3
2
,−3 −1 0
TABLE I. Critical points of the uncoupled model.
In the presence of a coupling α 6= 0, the number of critical points changes. Specifically, the point B splits into 2
different critical points, see Figure 1. The points A± remain unchanged, however, their eigenvalues do change. This
is summarised in Table II.
As the coupling strength increases to its maximally allowed value, α → 3, the two points B± move towards the
points A±. When α = 3 these points merge and the system has two critical points, each with two zero eigenvalues.
Note that we do not analyse this degenerate case.
C. Phantom dark energy
Phantom dark energy models have been of interest since their first introduction by Caldwell [29]. Cosmological
observations place the dark energy equation of state close to −1, however, this value could also be approached from
below, a case which is not excluded by observations. In a recent paper, Leon & Saridakis [30] have considered a
varying-mass model for dark matter particles in the framework of phantom cosmologies. They considered a phantom
4Point x y z eigenvalues wX wtot
A+ 1 0
1
2
0,−3,−3 + α −1 −1
A− −1 0 − 12 0,−3,−3 + α −1 −1
B+
√
α
3
0 2
pi
arccos
[√
3/
√
α+ 3
]
−3,−α+ 3, (−α+ 3)/2 −1 −α
3
B− −
√
α
3
0 − 2
pi
arccos
[√
3/
√
α+ 3
]
−3,−α+ 3, (−α+ 3)/2 −1 −α
3
TABLE II. Critical points of the coupled model.
dark energy model with power-law potential interacting with dark matter. Dark energy is modelled as a scalar field
with negative kinetic energy whose energy density and pressure are given by
ρφ = −1
2
φ˙2 + V (φ), (22)
pφ = −1
2
φ˙2 − V (φ). (23)
We denote the equation of state parameter by wφ = pφ/ρφ. Note that the sign of the phantom kinetic term is opposite
to that of an ordinary scalar field. The dark matter energy density is assumed to depend on the mass of the dark
matter particle which in turn is assumed to depend on the field φ, ρDM = MDM(φ)nDM where nDM is the number
density which is determined by n˙DM+3HnDM = 0. The field dependence of the mass can be interpreted as a coupling
between the dark energy and the dark matter. Therefore, the dark matter energy density satisfies the evolution
equation (2) where the coupling Q is determined by the dependence of the mass on the field φ. This means
Q =
d lnMDM(φ)
dφ
φ˙ρDM. (24)
Assuming that the total energy-momentum tensor is conserved, the dark energy will satisfy equation (3). Both
evolution equations will be subject to the Friedmann constraint (4).
Similar to (12)–(15), we define dimensionless variables as follows
x :=
κφ˙√
6H
, (25)
y :=
κ
√
V (φ)√
3H
, (26)
z :=
√
6
κφ
. (27)
It is useful to express the density parameter and the equation of state in form of these variables, which gives
Ωφ =
κ2ρφ
3H2
= −x2 + y2, (28)
wφ =
−x2 − y2
−x2 + y2 , (29)
wtot = −x2 − y2. (30)
In these variables, the cosmological field equations take the form of the following dynamical system
x′ = −3x+ 3
2
x(1− x2 − y2)− λy
2z
2
− µ
2
z(1 + x2 − y2), (31)
y′ =
3
2
y(1− x2 − y2)− λxyz
2
, (32)
z′ = −xz2. (33)
5Point x y z eigenvalues wφ wtot
A 0 0 0 0, 3/2,−3/2 undefined 0
B 0 1 0 0,−3,−3 −1 −1
TABLE III. Critical points of the phantom dark energy model.
This system possesses two physically meaningful critical points which are non-hyperbolic since there exists at least
one zero eigenvalue in each of them, see Table III.
Thus, centre manifold theory is required in order to study the nature of these critical points as remarked in [30].
Note that point A is always unstable since we have one positive and one negative eigenvalue.
III. CENTRE MANIFOLD THEORY
A. Mathematical background
When discussing the mathematical background of the centre manifold theory, we closely follow Carr [31] and
Wiggins [32]. In the presence of zero eigenvalues in the stability matrix at the critical point, linear theory fails to
provide information on the stability of that point. The main aim of the centre manifold is to reduce the dimensionality
of the system near that point so that stability of the reduced system can be investigated. There always exists an
invariant local centre manifoldW c passing through the fixed point to which the system could be restricted to study its
behaviour in the neighborhood of the fixed point. The (in)stability of the reduced system determines the (in)stability
of the system at that point.
Let x ∈ Rc and y ∈ Rs. An arbitrary dynamical system with zero eigenvalues in the stability matrix can always be
written in the following form
x˙ = Ax+ f(x, y),
y˙ = By + g(x, y), (34)
where
f(0, 0) = 0, Df(0, 0) = 0,
g(0, 0) = 0, Dg(0, 0) = 0. (35)
Here we assume that the critical point is located at the origin and Df denotes the matrix of first derivatives of the
vector valued function f . A is a c× c matrix having eigenvalues with zero real parts and B is an s× s matrix having
eigenvalues with negative real parts.
Note that a dynamical system with zero eigenvalues can always be rewritten into the above form by virtue of a
linear change of coordinates. We will show this construction explicitly when we discuss the three-form and phantom
models below.
Definition. We call the space
W c(0) = {(x, y) ∈ Rc × Rs|y = h(x), |x| < δ, h(0) = 0, Dh(0) = 0}, (36)
for δ sufficiently small, the centre manifold for the system (34).
One can think of this manifold as the space where the stable directions y are parametrised by the unstable directions
x. One can now consider the dynamics of the system restricted to this manifold [31]. Since the y = h(x), one is left
with the reduced equation
u˙ = Au+ f(u, h(u)), u ∈ Rc, (37)
for sufficiently small u. The (in)stability properties of the reduced system (37) imply (in)stability properties of the
full system (34).
6Next, we need to construct this centre manifold explicitly. By differentiating the defining equation y = h(x) with
respect to the independent variable we get y˙ = Dh(x)x˙ where we used the chain rule. Eliminating x˙ and y˙ via (34),
one arrives and the following quasilinear partial differential equation which h has to satisfy
N (h(x)) = Dh(x) [Ax+ f (x, h (x))]−Bh(x)− g(x, h(x)) = 0, (38)
from which h can be found and inserted into (37) to study the reduced system. In general it will not be possible to
solve (38) analytically. However, such knowledge is in fact not needed since we are only interested in the reduced
system near the critical point. Therefore, it suffices to simply assume h to be of the form h(x) = ax2 + bx3 +O(x4)
and to determine to first few non-trivial terms of the Taylor expansion of h. Note that this is always possible and will
result in a unique solution.
B. A simple example
Let us start with a simple example [32] that shows the above construction. Let (x, y) ∈ R2 and consider the system
x˙ = x2y − x5, (39)
y˙ = −y + x2, (40)
whose only critical point is (x, y) = (0, 0) with eigenvalues 0 and −1.
Therefore, in this example one has
A = 0, B = −1, (41)
f(x, y) = x2y − x5, g(x, y) = x2. (42)
Assuming that h(x) is of the form
h(x) = ax2 + bx3 +O(x4), (43)
we find that
N (h(x)) = (2ax+ 3bx2 +O(x4))(x2(ax2 + bx3 +O(x4))− x5) + (ax2 + bx3 +O(x4))− x2 (44)
= (a− 1)x2 + bx3 +O(x4) = 0. (45)
Comparing coefficients, we find a = 1 and b = 0 and thus the centre manifold is given by h(x) = x2 +O(x4).
Now, the evolution equation restricted to the centre manifold (37) is given by
x˙ = x4 +O(x5), (46)
whose dynamics are such that for x sufficiently small, x = 0 is unstable.
We would also like to note that it is not allowed to simply approximate the centre manifold by y = 0. Putting
this into the equations (40), we would arrive at the reduced equation x˙ = −x5 which would indicate stability. More
details can be found in [31, 32]
IV. APPLICATIONS TO DARK ENERGY MODELS
A. Three-forms
Applications of centre manifold theory to cosmological models have been studied previously, see e.g. [33, 34]. We
now apply this to the system (19)–(21) for the critical point A+. In order to do so, we must transform this system
into the form of (34). Firstly, we introduce new coordinates X = x − 1, Y = y and Z = z − 1/2 which move the
point (1, 0, 1/2) to the origin of the phase space. By computing the matrix of eigenvectors of the stability matrix of
the system in X,Y, Z, we introduce another set of new coordinates
uv
w

 =

 0 1 0−3/(πα) 0 1
3/(πα) 0 0



XY
Z

 . (47)
7In these coordinates, our system of equations is now in the correct form
 u˙v˙
w˙

 =

0 0 00 −3 0
0 0 −3 + α



uv
w

+

 nonlinear
terms

 . (48)
Comparing this with the general form (34), we firstly note that x = u is a scalar function while y = (v, w) is a
two-component vector. Accordingly, we find
A = 0, B =
(
−3 0
0 −3 + α
)
, (49)
f = −1
6
πα(6 +
√
6λ)uw − 3
2
u3 − 1
6
π2α2uw2 −
√
3
2
uλ
(
1 +
(
u2 − 1) tan [1
2
π(
1
2
+ v + w)
])
, (50)
g =
(
(α+ 2a2πα − 3)u2 + 3a3u3 +O(u4)
(3 + 2b2πα)u
2 + b3(3 − α)u3 +O(u4)
)
. (51)
Note that knowledge of g up to order O(u4) is sufficient to construct the centre manifold up to the desired order. The
complete expressions for the components of g can be found in Appendix A.
The centre manifold can now be assumed to be of the form
h =
(
a2u
2 + a3u
3 +O(u4)
b2u
2 + b3u
3 +O(u4)
)
. (52)
It has to satisfy equation (38), which explicitly reads
N = 1
2πα
(
3(α+ 2a2πα− 3)u2 + 3a3u3 +O(u4),
(3− α)(3 + 2b2πα)u2 + b3(3 − α)u3 +O(u4),
)
= 0. (53)
Solving for the four constants a2, a3, b2 and b3, we obtain
a2 =
3− α
2πα
, a3 = 0, (54)
b2 =
−3
2πα
, b3 = 0. (55)
We can now study the dynamics of the reduced equation (37), which becomes
u˙ = −
(
3
2
+
√
3
2
α
)
u3 +O(u4). (56)
Therefore, we find that the point A+ is stable according to centre manifold theory. When we repeat this calculation
for A− we find the opposite results, namely, this point is unstable. Figure 1 shows the phase spaces of the coupled and
the uncoupled models. Note that this information is not obvious from the trajectories in the phase space diagrams
since one is tempted to conclude that both A+ and A− are stable.
B. Phantom dark energy
We extend our work to a scenario of varying-mass dark matter particles in the framework of phantom cosmology,
and our results obtained by performing centre manifold analysis are consistent with [30].
We firstly look at model 2 of [30]. The autonomous system of differential equations is given by
x′ = −3x+ 3
2
x(1− x2 − y2)− λy
2z
2
− µ
2
z(1 + x2 − y2), (57)
y′ =
3
2
y(1− x2 − y2)− λxyz
2
, (58)
z′ = −xz2. (59)
8FIG. 1. These figures show the phase space of the three-form dark energy models without (left) and with dark sector couplings
(right).
The critical points are (0, 0, 0) and (0, 1, 0), which are both non-hyperbolic. However, the former has a positive and
a negative eigenvalue, from which it can be deduced the point is unstable. As for the second point, there are two
negative eigenvalues and a zero eigenvalue. Therefore, linear theory fails to provide information about the stability
of that point. It is required to perform centre manifold analysis in order to study the nature of the stability of the
second point. We first transform the coordinates into a new system X = x, Y = y − 1 and Z = z, such that the
critical point is at the origin. Next, we introduce yet another new coordinate system
uv
w

 =

0 1 01 0 λ
6
0 0 1



XY
Z

 . (60)
In these new coordinates the equations are transformed into
 u˙v˙
w˙

 =

0 0 00 −3 0
0 0 −3



uv
w

+

 nonlinear
terms

 . (61)
As before, we compare this with the general form (34) and deduce that x = u is a scalar function while y = (v, w) is
a two-vector component vector. Thus, we obtain
A = 0, B =
(
−3 0
0 −3
)
, (62)
f = −1
6
u2(6v − uλ), (63)
g =
(
g1
g2
)
, (64)
9where we give the explicit expressions of the components of g in Appendix B.
The centre manifold can now be assumed to be of the form
h =
(
a2u
2 + a3u
3 +O(u4)
b2u
2 + b3u
3 +O(u4)
)
. (65)
Equation (38) becomes
N =
(
3a2u
2 + 1
144
u3
(
432a3 + 72b2(λ− 2µ)− λ2(4 + λ− 2µ)
)
+O(u4),
3b3u
3 + u2
(
3b2 − λ224
)
+O(u4),
)
= 0, (66)
where the a2, a3, b2 and b3 are computed as
a2 = 0, a3 =
λ2
108
, (67)
b2 =
λ2
72
, b3 = 0. (68)
The dynamics of the system restricted to the centre manifold is given by
u˙ =
λ
6
u3 +O(u4). (69)
Thus it is clear from this equation that the point is stable if λ < 0 and unstable if λ > 0. This result is consistent
with [30] where the same result was obtained by using the method of normal forms.
V. CONCLUSIONS
One of the main aims of this paper was to give a concise introduction into centre manifold theory, which is useful for
studying dynamical systems with zero eigenvalues in the stability matrix. While this method has recently been applied
to some models, a simple introduction with applications to cosmology does not seem to appear in the literature. We
provide such an introduction and point out the necessity of using centre manifold theory.
We then apply this method to two dark energy models, one based on three-forms and the other one based on
phantom dark energy. For the phantom dark energy model we confirm previous results and show their derivation
explicitly. For the three-form model we can conclude that only one of two potentially stable points is in fact stable,
a result not accessible from linear stability theory. Moreover, the trajectories of the phase space seem to suggest
stability of the unstable point, emphasising that critical points with zero eigenvalues need to be investigated carefully.
In order to study physically relevant dynamical systems derived from cosmological field equations, it is important
that we do not restrict our models based on simplicity and the ability to use linear stability theory. We should
aim towards constructing the most physically motivated models and study them irrespective of the mathematical
challenges involved. There exists a huge amount of mathematical literature on dynamical systems, much of which
still awaits to be applied to physics.
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
NC would like to thank Ben Willcocks for useful discussions on centre manifold theory and suggestions on the
manuscript. RL is supported by the Spanish Ministry of Science and Innovation and by the Basque Governments
through research projects FIS2010-15492 and GIU06/37 respectively.
[1] J. Dunkley et al. [ WMAP Collaboration ], Astrophys. J. Suppl. 180 (2009) 306-329. [arXiv:0803.0586 [astro-ph]].
[2] S. Weinberg, Rev. Mod. Phys. 61 (1989) 1.
[3] C. Wetterich, Astron. Astrophys. 301 (1995) 321-328. [arXiv:hep-th/9408025 [hep-th]].
[4] L. Amendola, Phys. Rev. D60 (1999) 043501. [astro-ph/9904120].
[5] A. P. Billyard, A. A. Coley, Phys. Rev. D61 (2000) 083503. [astro-ph/9908224].
10
[6] W. Zimdahl, D. Pavon, Phys. Lett. B521 (2001) 133-138. [astro-ph/0105479].
[7] G. R. Farrar, P. J. E. Peebles, Astrophys. J. 604 (2004) 1-11. [astro-ph/0307316].
[8] L. P. Chimento, A. S. Jakubi, D. Pavon, W. Zimdahl, Phys. Rev. D67 (2003) 083513. [astro-ph/0303145].
[9] G. Olivares, F. Atrio-Barandela, D. Pavon, Phys. Rev. D71 (2005) 063523. [astro-ph/0503242].
[10] H. M. Sadjadi, M. Alimohammadi, Phys. Rev. D74 (2006) 103007. [gr-qc/0610080].
[11] Z. -K. Guo, N. Ohta, S. Tsujikawa, Phys. Rev. D76 (2007) 023508. [astro-ph/0702015 [ASTRO-PH]].
[12] K. Y. Kim, H. W. Lee, Y. S. Myung, Mod. Phys. Lett. A22 (2007) 2631-2645. [arXiv:0706.2444 [gr-qc]].
[13] J. -H. He, B. Wang, JCAP 0806 (2008) 010. [arXiv:0801.4233 [astro-ph]].
[14] S. Chen, B. Wang, J. Jing, Phys. Rev. D78 (2008) 123503. [arXiv:0808.3482 [gr-qc]].
[15] M. Quartin, M. O. Calvao, S. E. Joras, R. R. R. Reis, I. Waga, JCAP 0805 (2008) 007. [arXiv:0802.0546 [astro-ph]].
[16] S. H. Pereira, J. F. Jesus, Phys. Rev. D79 (2009) 043517. [arXiv:0811.0099 [astro-ph]].
[17] C. Quercellini, M. Bruni, A. Balbi, D. Pietrobon, Phys. Rev. D78 (2008) 063527. [arXiv:0803.1976 [astro-ph]].
[18] G. Caldera-Cabral, R. Maartens, L. A. Urena-Lopez, Phys. Rev. D79 (2009) 063518. [arXiv:0812.1827 [gr-qc]].
[19] C. G. Bo¨hmer, G. Caldera-Cabral, R. Lazkoz, R. Maartens, Phys. Rev. D78 (2008) 023505. [arXiv:0801.1565 [gr-qc]].
[20] J. Valiviita, R. Maartens, E. Majerotto, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc. 402 (2010) 2355-2368. [arXiv:0907.4987 [astro-
ph.CO]].
[21] C. G. Bo¨hmer, G. Caldera-Cabral, N. Chan, R. Lazkoz, R. Maartens, Phys. Rev. D81 (2010) 083003. [arXiv:0911.3089
[gr-qc]].
[22] C. G. Bo¨hmer and J. Burnett, Mod. Phys. Lett. A 25 (2010) 101 [arXiv:0906.1351 [gr-qc]].
[23] C. G. Bo¨hmer and T. Harko, Eur. Phys. J. C 50 (2007) 423 [arXiv:gr-qc/0701029].
[24] T. S. Koivisto and N. J. Nunes, Phys. Rev. D 80 (2009) 103509 [arXiv:0908.0920 [astro-ph.CO]].
[25] T. S. Koivisto and N. J. Nunes, Phys. Lett. B 685 (2010) 105 [arXiv:0907.3883 [astro-ph.CO]].
[26] T. Ngampitipan and P. Wongjun, arXiv:1108.0140 [hep-ph].
[27] E. J. Copeland, M. Sami and S. Tsujikawa, Int. J. Mod. Phys. D 15 (2006) 1753 [arXiv:hep-th/0603057].
[28] E. J. Copeland, A. R. Liddle, D. Wands, Phys. Rev. D57 (1998) 4686-4690. [arXiv:gr-qc/9711068 [gr-qc]].
[29] R. R. Caldwell, Phys. Lett. B545 (2002) 23-29. [astro-ph/9908168].
[30] G. Leon, E. N. Saridakis, Phys. Lett. B693 (2010) 1-10. [arXiv:0904.1577 [gr-qc]].
[31] J. Carr, “Applications of centre manifold theory”, Springer (1981).
[32] S. Wiggins, “Introduction to Applied Nonlinear Dynamical Systems and Chaos”, Springer (1990).
[33] A. D. Rendall, Gen. Rel. Grav. 34 (2002) 1277 [arXiv:gr-qc/0112040].
[34] J. Wainwright and G. F. R. Ellis, “Dynamical Systems in Cosmology,” Cambridge University Press (1997).
Appendix A: Explicit formula of the three-form model
The two components of g in the three-form model are given by
g1 =
1
6
(
9
π
+ 18(v + w) + 3wα(1 + 3πw) + π2w3α2 +
27
π(3 + πwα)
− 6
π
(3 cos[π(v + w)]− (3 + πwα) sin[π(v + w)])
)
+
1
6
u2
(
9w − 27
π(3 + πwα)
+
3
πα
(
3
(
3−
√
6λ
)
+
√
6(3 + πwα)λ tan
[
1
2
π
(
1
2
+ v + w
)]))
, (A1)
g2 =
3u2
(
(3− 6πw)α − π2w2α2 − 9)
2πα(3 + πwα)
− 1
πα
√
3
2
u2λ
(
3− (3 + πwα) tan
[
1
2
π
(
1
2
+ v + w
)])
− πw
2α
(
27 + 3(1 + 4πw)α + π2w2α2
)
6(3 + πwα)
. (A2)
Appendix B: Explicit formula of the phantom model
The two components of g are given by
g1 = −3
2
v
(
v2 + w(2 + w)
)
+
1
4
u
(
w(2 + w)(2µ− λ) + v2(3λ− 2µ))
− 1
24
u2vλ(4 + 3λ− 4µ) + 1
144
u3λ2(4 + λ− 2µ), (B1)
11
and
g2 = −3
2
(
v2(1 + w) + w2(3 + w)
)
+
1
24
u2(1 + w)λ2. (B2)
